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THE NATONAL ACADEMIES

Advisers to the Nation on Science, Engineering, and Medicine

National Academy of Sciences

National Academy of Engineering

Institute of Medicine Division on Earth and Life Studies

National Research Council Board on Earth Sciences and Resources
Committee on Earth Resources

March 21, 2002

Dear Colleague:

I am pleased to enclose a copy of the report, Coal Waste Impoundments: Risks, Responses,
and Alternatives. The report was prepared by the Committee on Coal Waste Impoundments,
which operated under the auspices of the Committee on Earth Resources. We gratefully
acknowledge the Mine Safety and Health Administration, whose support made this report
possible.

The report is based on the thoughtful evaluations and comments of the members of the committee
in relation to the charge.

Please contact Karen Imhof via phone (202-334-3507) or email (kimhof@nas.edu) if you would
like to have additional copies of the report.

Sincerely,
_//éémmﬁ;, 7. ﬁ/fc “don.

Tammy L. Dickinson
Senior Program Officer

Enclosure

2101 Constitution Avenue, NW Washington, DC 20418 Telephone (202) 334-2744 Telefax (202) 334-1377
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Utah State Office
P.O. Box 45165
Salt Lake City, UT 84146-0155
IN REPLY REFER TO:
3480 ‘ a5 Q- /7
(UT923) ey ey (e
(S04 / *b/
28 May 2002 o /i ,.4-"//( — &
Re: Affixing of Professional Seals |
Dear Operators: WK ST .

The Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is authorized and responsible for review of all geologic

data/interpretations and resulting mine plans and financial evaluations/projections for several purposes. Such materials

are provided by interested parties for BLM review, consideration, and/ot approval.

The State of Utah licenses professional mining engincers and as of 1 Jan 2003 will license professional geologists.

This ORDER is issued, effective 30 days from 28 May 2002, for all operators to provide a seal affixed by a professional
mining engineer 1o all plans, maps, reports, economic or financial evaluations or projections, or other materials provided

for review, consideration, and/or approval by BLM.

In addition, all plans, maps, reports, economic of financial evaluations or projections, or other materials provided for
teview, consideration, and/or approval by BLM which include geologic data or interpretations, shall be signed by a
qualified geologist until 31 Dec 2002, and beginning 1 January 2003, bear a sea} affixed by a professional geologist as

provided by State of Utah law.

Any other plans, map3, Iepofts, cconomic of financial evaluations oF projections, of other materials provided 30 days

after 28 May 2002 for review, consideration, and/or approval by BLM will be considered preliminary or draft versions.

If you have any questions, plcase call Jeff McKenzie at 539-4038.

ﬁéw

James F. Kohler
Chief, Solids Minerals Branch

cCl

Price Field Office

Dan Meadors -Skyline Mine, Canyon Fuel Company, LLC, HC 35 Box 380, Helper, UT 84526
Rick Olsen - Dugout Mine, Canyon Fucl Company, LLC, P.0. Box 1029, Wellington, UT 84542
Carl Pollastro - PacifiCorp Complex, Energy West Mining, P.O. Box 310, Huntington, UT 84528
Ken May - SUFCO Mine, Canyon Fuel Company, LLC, 397 South 800 West, Salina, UT 84654
Jim Noyes - Emery Deep Mine, P.O. Box 527 Emery, Utah 84522

Wendell Owen - Co-Op and ANR Mines, Co-Op Mining Company, P.O. Box 1245, Huntington, UT 84528
Sam Quigley - Aberdeen and Pinnacle Mines, 6750 Airport Road, P.O. Box 902, Price, Utah 84501
Lane Adair - Westridge Mine, West Ridge Resources, Inc., P.O. Box 902, Price, Utah 84501

Jay Marshall - Lila Canyon Mite, Utah American Energy, Inc., P.O. Box 986, Price, Utah 84501
David Miller - Lodestar Energy, Inc., HC 35 Box 370, Helper, UT 84526

Gary Gray - Genwal Resources, Inc,, P.0. Box 1077, Price, Utah 84501
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Memorandum : o b‘ _
To: Assistant Secretary - Policy, Management and Budget : ] 5\\\\
From: Director % WJUN 122002 L e
Subjex;t: Cooperative Conservation Initiative R

The Service is moving forward with plans to implement the Cooperative Conservation Initiative
- (Initiative) for the restoration and protection of federal lands and resources with cooperators this

fall when appropriations are made available.

The Service is slated to receive $18.0 million under the Administration’s budget request, of which
at least $5.0 million will be allocated to the National Wildlife Refuge System. Accordingly, the
budget requested $5.0 million under the refuge program, and $13.0 million under General
Operations for distribution to other programs, including the refuge program.

Projects will seck to achieve the actual restoration of natural resources and/or the establishment or
expansion of habitat for wildlife, with a focus on federal lands and resources. Where applicable,
the projects must reflect efforts to resolve conflicts through incentives and cooperation to achieve
the intended goal. Nominated applicant partners will seek cost-shared, results-oriented
~ conservation projects using innovative means or practices that embody the Secretary’s Four C’s.
The program will not include projects with cultural and recreational purposes, routine annual and
Cyclic maintenance, or international projects, except those .natural resource projects with
demonstrated benefits to resources in the United States.” . T

Partners are required and include state and logai governments, u'ib;s;_goﬁé.crvation organizations,
- agriculture interests, sportsmen’s groups, cogporations, farmers and randﬁers, small businesses,
private landowners, non-governmental organizations, educational institutions, volunteer groups,
and the science community. Coalitions of pargners are encouraged.

Pfojects must either 1) replicate or expand succé‘s&fpl, on_-tl'xe-grpﬁ;_id»#éﬁvities; or 2) support new
demonstration projects. Projects in Category 1 fiﬁy;_b_ﬁli{ci:f‘upaﬁ"ongoing Service activities.
However, for expansion of existing projects, the Initiative finds can only be used for the new and

expanded portions.




of new value to the resource and excludes state and local government loan programs and
preferential tax programs that would not add to the benefit of the Federa] Government.

consideration. The Service will Use two percent ($360,000) for administration, program
Mmanagement and implementation costs, Projects will be selected competitively based on the
" 7 “benefits derived from the projects. Applications wil} identify stakehoider involvement in the

. Projects must meet the following minimum eligibility criteria.

* Identify one or more partners

* Identify stakeholder involvement

* Include a minimum 50 percent partner match

* Be voluntary on the part of al] participants

*  Provide measurable benefits to species and/or habitat

*  Clearly identify the goal(s) of both the Service and partners, intended outputs, and outcomes
* Clearly identify time lines for accomplishing goals

Funded projects should stress the following.

* Natural resource innovation
* Incentive-based options to regulatory approaches
~ = Community based solutions _
* Development of voluntary and incentive-based natural resource alternatives within the
Endangered Species Act - -

Potential project categories include the following.

* Habitat management and improvement on nationa] wildlife refuges and fish hatcherjes,
. Including adjacent lands

+ Surveys and monitoring
» Educational partnerships with schools
* Incentive programs to businesses

Loy SR




"are natural resource relaied). - - -

i : . .

* Reduction of habitat fragmentation :
*  Conservation of nationally or intemnational imperiled natural communities with demonstrataq

benefits to resources in the United States s
*  Protection of self-sustaining natural systems

Demand is already building for the program. The Service can call on more than 200 Nano;z T

Wildlife Refuge Friends organizations and more than 2,000 landowners already on the Partners - - -

for Fish and Wildlife waiting list and interested in voluntarily restoring fish and wildlife habitatag™ - -
prime candidates for the Initiative proposals. s

The Service also proposes to use the successful Challenge Cost Share Program as the baas fc;r

administering the Initiative program within the refuge system. (Current funding is $3.9 million, -

which is used to actively support refuge system priorities. For instance, in Fiscal Year 1999
projects focused on invasive species control and mj gratory birds and their habitats. Most projects

A database of habitat restoration projects tied to the National Wildlife Refuge System's
Centennial Celebration has already been developed. This "Plus 100 Habitat Restoration Program" -

is a compilation of priority projects intended to restore habitat on the refuge system during its'

100th birthday. Each refuge has submitted a habitat enhancement or restoration project they are
hoping to implement during the National Wildlife Refuge System's Centennial Celebration year.
The Plus 100 component of the Initiative has already identified approximately $20.0 million in
habitat projects, with the National Wildlife Refuge System's Centennial Commission pledging to
raise $5.0 million in private funds to support the projects. The Initiative funding would be-used to

implement portions of the Plus 100 initiative, leveraging not only the Commission's pledge, but
also meeting the matching requirements of the Initiative.




United States Department of the Interior
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To: State Director, Utah State Office, Bureau Land Management, Salt Lake Cits 7’/3
Utah ,b:g/ Jeors e,

From: Utah Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, West

Valley City, Utah

Subject: Project Evaluation and Section 7 Consultation Recommendations for Mexican
Spotted Owl Habitat Using Available Habitat Models

During the 2002 Mexican Spotted Owl (owl) Survey Training, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s (Service) Utah Field Office and the Utah Division Wildlife Resources (UDWR)
recommended to the participants (including federal, state, and private consultants) that the 1997
Willey-Spotskey Mexican Spotted Owl Habitat Model (model) be used for initial evaluation of
potential habitat within project areas; and furthermore, we emphasized that only the red model
pixels (prime breeding areas) need to be evaluated because the crude vegetation layer deriving
the marginal habitat in the model is too general and not very meaningful for management
applications. We further emphasized that use of the model should be accompanied by field
evaluations to determine the actual extent of owl habitat in the project area and the subsequent
need for owl surveys. In no case should GIS models replace on-the-ground field evaluations by
the wildlife biologists. We have also made similar informal recommendations to individual
BLM staff members during project reviews.

It has come to our attention that there are still questions and concerns regarding use of the 1997
model because it is over-inclusive, e.g., all steep slopes are included in the model regardless of
aspect, an important ecological parameter for spotted owls in the arid southwest. A recent
modeling effort produced a newer 2000 GIS model that may have overcome the over-inclusive
problems with the 1997 model; however, application of the two models, i.e., 1997 vs. 2000
remains controversial. In fact, the Price BLM recently asked Dr. David Willey [co-creator of the
GIS models] to assess performance of the models in several project areas. Dr. Willey is in the
process of finalizing a report of this assessment that will include specific recommendations
regarding the appropriate use of both the 1997 and 2000 models. Because of Dr. Willey's
extensive owl and owl habitat experience in Utah (14 years), and his direct involvement in the
development of these models, we would likely incorporate his recommendations relative to these
models during section 7 consultation with your agency. In addition, the Mexican Spotted Owl
Recovery Team may, at some point, provide their evaluation of these models (a revision to the




Recovery Plan specifically addressing suitable habitat in the Col-Plat-RU is currently under
review and due out next spring).

In the interim, we are aware that projects are proceeding that may require analyses and
consultation specific to the Mexican spotted owl. Therefore, the Service (Laura Romin and
Diana Whittington) conducted a conference call with Frank Howe, UDWR and David Willey on
November 6, 2002 to discuss the use and limitations of both the 1997 and 2000 models.

It is most important to understand that the GIS models are conceptual hypotheses (and spatial
predictions), and were intended as a first-cut evaluation of project areas for the possible location
and extent of owl habitat. Both models were field tested and proved to be valuable for
identifying regions where spotted owl nesting and breeding habitat are likely to occur, but they
do not replace on-site visits nor were they intended for fine-grained determination of habitat
suitability for management planning, e.g., identifying the scope of a project treatment and its
planning area. This first-cut analysis should, in all cases, be followed by field reviews to
determine the actual extent and location of owl habitat in a project area and the potential for
impacts to owls and their habitat.

We acknowledge that the 1997 owl model overestimates the extent of owl habitat in almost all
cases throughout the state. However, it is just as likely that the 2000 model may underestimate
owl habitat, particularly foraging, winter, and dispersal habitat because the 2000 model was
designed to identify specialized nest and roost habitats; in fact, a recent field review of the
Western Geco Horse Point project area in Uintah County (Brian Maxfield, UDWR, November
2002) identified potential owl habitat that is not depicted on either the 1997 or 2000 owl habitat
models. However, we recognize that GIS models will never reach 100% success and are limited
by the quality of the data layers used for modeling (layers that often contain 20-25% error in
accuracy).

Both models provide information that can benefit field biologists that suspect their landscapes
include spotted owl habitat. For example, the 1997 model relies on a slope curvature index that
is valuable for predicting surface ruggedness. Research indicates that rugged terrain is
indicative of potential habitat and thus the 1997 model can and should be used for large scale
planning efforts to identify areas with high-relief topography. The 2000 model, which resuited
from iterative testing and modifications of the 1997 model, includes additional variables such as
geology suitable for forming steep cliffs, aspects suitable for nesting and roosting, a radiation
index to predict areas with the cooler temperatures that the Mexican spotted owl appears to
require, and steep slope mixed conifer habitat that is Protected Habitat under the Mexican
Spotted Owl Recovery Plan (Recovery Plan).

It should be restated and emphasized that the 2000 model does not necessarily identify all owl
habitat, such as foraging, dispersal, and wintering habitats Small-scale habitat features, such as
crevices or alcoves that may provide suitable owl microclimates on south-facing slopes, may
also be missed by the 2000 model.

Therefore, we encourage a multi-tool approach, e.g., a biologist should use the 1997 model to
ascertain that spotted owl habitat, at the broadest level, occurs within their planning area. Next




the biologist can use the 2000 model to identify the distribution and abundance of important nest
and roost cliffs where activity centers might be located; finally, the biologist should conduct on-
site inspections to evaluate the performance of both models and conduct ground-truthing and
map key areas that may require surveys or protection, etc. Finally, we encourage biologists to
seek peer review of their final decisions and plans, seeking out review from a diversity of
sources, including spotted owl specialists.

In summary, appropriate project area assessments should rely on the use of all tools currently
available to us: the 1997 model, the 2000 model, site-specific biological knowledge, field and
peer reviews, and previously published information. We are providing the following
recommendations, based in large part on the aforementioned November 6, 2002 conference call,
for your use during project evaluations and section 7 consultation. We hope these
recommendations are helpful and that they will provide a consistent statewide approach to
project evaluations that include the Mexican spotted owl.

1. The 1997 model should be used as a first-cut analysis tool to identify potentially rugged
areas that may provide suitable owl habitats. Further, the 1997 model should help
biologists identify habitats that might be used for foraging, dispersal, and wintering, e.g.,
south-facing cliffs, ridgelines, and escarpments. Future research efforts will likely
provide more specific information relative to these habitat associations.

2. The 2000 model predicts the location of breeding and roosting habitat within rugged
canyon habitat, and predicts the location of Protected steep-slope mixed conifer habitats
defined by the Recovery plan and that may be used for nesting, roosting, foraging, and
dispersal in all seasons. All of these areas require owl call surveys to determine
presence/absence whenever proposed project activities and components may affect owls
and their habitat.

3. Buffers should be applied to the 2000 model, as follows, and used when evaluating
potential project impacts to nesting and roosting habitat and for determining calling
stations for owl surveys:

J All pixels, including isolated pixels, should be buffered by a 0.5 mile
radius. Habitat within this radius should be evaluated and surveyed for
owls, according to protocol.

. Implement the “2x2 rule”: any canyon habitat where the canyon is less
than 2 km wide and at least 2 km long should be considered and managed
as Protected Habitat. Canyons meeting the 2x2 rule should also be
assessed for the need for owl surveys.

4. Field reviews, using appropriate information from both the 1997 and 2000 Willey-
Spotskey models should be conducted to determine location and extent of actual owl
habitat and the need for owl surveys relative to project activities.




S, Owl surveys, according to protocol, should be conducted in all breeding/roosting areas
depicted as canyon habitat or steep sloped mixed conifer by the 2000 model, and
including the 0.5 mile buffer and 2x2 rule per item #3, above - this applies to all areas in
which a project may affect an owl or alter owl habitat structure (Recovery Plan). The
only exception to this recommendation is if field reviews clearly document that the
habitat does not occur where depicted by the model. Surveys, according to protocol,
should also be completed in areas identified as breeding/roosting habitat during field
reviews, even if these areas are not depicted by the 1997 or 2000 models.

6. During section 7 consultation, BLM should provide descriptions of available habitat in a
project area to this office. Evaluations of the project area should include 1) a description
of the 1997 map in the project area, 2) a description of the 2000 map with the
aforementioned recommended buffers in the project area, 3) results of field reviews, 4)
an analysis of where actual nesting, roosting, foraging, dispersal, and wintering habitat
occurs or may occur in the project area (GIS can be a useful tool to present this
information), 5) potential project effects to the species and its habitat, 6) need for owl
surveys in the project area, 7) results of owl surveys, if available, and 8) an effects
determination.

Use of both the 1997 and 2000 models in conjunction with field reviews can provide assurance
that the potential for owl habitat has been adequately assessed using the best available
information. We envision that these models will continue to be updated as more knowledge is
obtained regarding the owl and its habitats in Utah and as the model is modified for use at
smaller scales. Future recommendations by the Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Team will also
be incorporated, as available.

We hope that this outline will provide guidance to your field offices and answer questions that
have risen, specific to the use and applicability of the owl habitat models. If you have questions
or we can be of further assistance, please contact Laura Romin at (801) 975-3330, ext. 142.
cc: Ron Bolander, BLM, Utah State Office

Steve Madsen, BLM, Utah State Office

Bill Noblitt, U.S. Forest Service, Region 4, Ogden, Utah

Ron Rodriguez, Dixie National Forest, Cedar City, Utah

Rod Player, Manti-LaSal National Forest, Price, Utah

Susan White, Utah Division Oil, Gas, and Mining, Salt Lake City, Utah

Frank Howe, UDWR, Salt Lake City, Utah

Chris Colt, UDWR, Price, Utah

Brian Maxfield, UDWR, Vernal, Utah

David Willey, Montana State University, Dept. Ecology, 310 Lewis Hall,
Bozeman, MT 59717




. &
V .
oo oo oy

United States Forest Manti-La Sal Supervisor’s Office
Department of Service National Forest 599 West Price River Drive
Agriculture Price, UT 84501
Phone # (435) 637-2817
Fax # (435) 6374940

" —File Code: 195(/1920
Date: December 13, 2002

SCHEDULE OF PROPOSED ACTIONS

Hello!

Enclosed is the Manti-La Sal National Forest’s Schedule of Proposed Actions.

The purpose of this schedule is to provide you with an informal notice of proposed actions so
that you may become aware of Forest activities. If you would like to know more about a specific
project or to be included on a specific mailing list for a new project, I encourage you to call or
write the project contact person listed in the schedule. It is your responsibility to indicate which
project you are interested in.

This schedule only includes projects in the planning stage of development that require
environmental analysis pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). It is not
inclusive of all the Forest’s ongoing work. Additionally, some projects may come up for which
the decision document may be completed before the next schedule. When this happens, a notice
of completion will appear in the schedule. Once the planning for a project is complete and it has
been reflected in the schedule, it will not be listed in the next schedule.

This schedule is released quarterly to those who have expressed an interest in staying informed
about project planning. If you are no longer interested in receiving the schedule, please let us
know and your name will be removed from the mailing list.

Thank you for your interest in the Manti-La Sal National Forest.

Sincerely,

/ |
S

ELAINE J. ZIEROTH
Forest Supervisor

Enclosure

cc:
Forest Leadership Team
Pete Kilbourne, Resource Information Manager RECEI VED

DIV. OF OIL, GAS & MINING
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Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper W
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